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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.Np.523 OF 1999, DATE OF DRDER:7-4-1999

BETWEEN:

P.V.Jogayya. +sesssApplicant
and

1. The Chief General Manager,
Telecommunications, Govt. of India,
Hyderabad-500 001.

2. The Divisienal £nginesr, Telegraphs,
Eluru, West Godavari District.

vsesss.Respondents

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT :: Mr.M.R,Tagore
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS:: Mr.V.Rajeshuara Rao
THE HOM'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN,MEMBER (ADMN)

AND

THE HMON'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,MEMBER (JUDL)

: DRDER :

ORAL ORDER(PER HON'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,MEMBER(J))

Heard Mr.M.R.Tagore, learned Counsel for the
Applicant and Mr.V.Rajeshuara Rao, learned Standing
Counsel for the Respondents.
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2. The applicant herein was engasged as Short Duty
Telephone Operator for a period of 120 days fProm
1-11+-1980. He was discharged Prom{gﬁéEﬁgfﬁith effect

from 1-5-1981.

3. The applicent relying on the decision of this
Tribunal in CA.No.1784 of 1992, decided on 24-5-1993,
has filed this 0A praying for a declaration that the

=

action of the respondants in notTépééiﬁiﬁélfim as a
Telephone Operator/0fPfice Assistant on par with other
similarly situated candidates is highly illeéal, arbi-
trary and unconstituticnal, and for a conseguential
directinn to the reépondents to absorb him as Office

Agsistant/Telephene [Operator with all consequential

benefits.

4. The applicant herein was discharged on 1-5-1381,
After a lapse of nearly 18 years, he has approachad
this Tribunal. The applicant has not expleinad this
long delay. He has also failed to approach this
Tribunal soonafter the decision in 0A,.No.1784 of 1332
was given. The only reasnntgf;gahaby the applicant is
that he was representing his case to the respondents.
Repeated representations will not extend the period
of limitation. The applicant submits that the other
similarly situated persons has bsen appointed. Thers
is nothing gquoted here in regard to that similarly

g e

situated psrsons. Eﬁe'laarnaquounsel for the Respon-
L
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dents submits that no such othser similarly situated

person@ has been appointed.
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5. Even without this reply from the respondents
this OA has to be dismissed as the applicant failad
to approach this Tribunal in time. Even if in
accordance with Qﬁéfbiﬁgftions in BA.Nc.1784 of 1992f
the applicant gsts the relief as prayed Por, the same
cannct ba granted because of the delay and lagches.
6. The DA is dismissed for delay and lafchas,
However, we make it clear that this dismissal order
will not stand in the way of the applicant to gset

engagement if the departmental authorities allow him

to join.

N

( R.RANGARAJAN )

MEMBER (AD N} \

Dictated to steno in thes Open Court
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